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ABSTRACT

Hayden, Colleen Marie. M.S., Department of Educational Leadership, Wright State
University, 2011. The Relationship Between Leader-Member Exchange and Job
Satisfaction: Measuring LMX Quality and Job Satisfaction of Supervisors and
Subordinates.

There is an abundance of literature focusing on the relationship between leader-member
exchange (LMX) quality and job satisfaction of subordinates. The purpose of this study
was to further examine the relationship between the leader-member exchange (LMX)
quality and job satisfaction of subordinates as well as introduce the analysis of this
relationship for supervisors into the literature. This non-experimental, correlational study
focused on the analysis of 22 pairs of supervisor and subordinate LMX and job
satisfaction survey responses. The data were analyzed to determine the relationship
between: (1) subordinate LMX quality and job satisfaction; (2) supervisor LMX quality
and job satisfaction; (3) subordinate and supervisor LMX quality; and (4) subordinate and
supervisor job satisfaction. The analyses of these research hypotheses concluded that
there is a relationship between LMX quality and job satisfaction in all four conditions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory was developed in the 1970s following
the establishment of the Vertical Dyad Linkage (VDL) Approach (Dansereau, Graen, &
Haga, 1975), which focused on leadership being a relationship between a superior and a
member or subordinate. The VDL approach laid the foundation for the development of
LMX, focusing on leadership as influence without formal authority (Dansereau et al.,
1975). Prior to VDL and LMX, leadership had been seen traditionally as an action in
which a superior would behave basically the same way towards all subordinates. LMX
theory shifted away from this traditional notion and instead defined leadership as the
individual relationship between a leader and each of his/her employees (Graen, 1976). In
focusing emphasis on the different relationships that supervisors develop with each of
their subordinates, the LMX theory has become an important tool in assessing the impact
supervisor-subordinate relationships have on work units and organizational success
(Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Vecchio, Griffeth, & Hom, 1986).
Subordinate job satisfaction has been linked to high-quality LMX relationships
and is the most frequently studied attitudinal correlation (Graen, 1976; Gerstner & Day,
1997; Stringer, 2006; Mardanov, Heischmidt, & Henson, 2008; Erdogan & Liden, 2002).
High employee job satisfaction ratings lead to intrinsic motivation and lower turnover
rates, which are critical for organizational success (Mardanov et al., 2008). Job
satisfaction is also related both to the task domain and leadership domain. When one
1
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domain is unable to fulfill the needs of the employee, the other can fill that void. For
example, if a task is repetitive it may not provide motivation for an employee to have
satisfaction with his/her job. In this case, the leader might focus particular attention on
the relationship he/she has with the employee in order to fulfill the employee’s need for
motivation and job satisfaction. Likened to Mardanov and his colleagues’ assertions
(2008), the leadership domain can have a great impact on the subordinates’ commitment
and involvement not only to their own professional growth but also to the success of their
organizational unit (Graen et al., 1982). Recent LMX research suggests that when
employees lack motivation at work, the LMX relationship with their supervisor becomes
even more critical for success (Harris, Wheeler, & Kacmar, 2009).
Statement of the Problem
The relationship between LMX quality and subordinate job satisfaction has been
the topic of a great deal of previous research (Graen, 1976; Gerstner & Day, 1997;
Stringer, 2006; Mardanov et al., 2008). A meta-analysis by Gerstner and Day (1997)
offered further credence to LMX research studies that had consistently correlated
subordinates’ perceptions of LMX quality with their job satisfaction. Just as there is an
abundance of research relating LMX quality to subordinate satisfaction, there is a
comparable dearth in research related both to job satisfaction and the impact of LMX
quality for supervisors. If high-quality LMX relationships are linked to job satisfaction
for subordinates, the same may be true for those in leadership roles. This is a nontraditional focus of research regarding job satisfaction, specifically as it relates to the
quality of the LMX relationship. The results of this study will add the variable of
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supervisor job satisfaction both to LMX and job satisfaction literature that focuses
predominately on the subordinate.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were adopted for this study: (1) supervisors and
subordinates will respond truthfully on both the LMX and Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS)
questionnaires; (2) subordinates will perceive no threat of repercussion for their
participation; and (3) the reliability and validity for the questionnaires being used will
hold for the sample population being studied.
General Research Hypotheses
Research question 1: Is there a relationship between LMX quality and job satisfaction for
subordinates?
Research question 2: Is there a relationship between LMX quality and job satisfaction for
supervisors?
Research question 3: Is there a relationship between subordinate and supervisor LMX?
Research question 4: Is there a relationship between subordinate and supervisor job
satisfaction?
Null hypothesis: There is no relationship between the LMX quality and job satisfaction of
subordinates or supervisors.
Hypothesis 1: There is a relationship between LMX quality and subordinate job
satisfaction.
Hypothesis 2: There is a relationship between LMX quality and supervisor job
satisfaction.
Hypothesis 3: There is a relationship between subordinate LMX and supervisor LMX.
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Hypothesis 4: There is a relationship between subordinate job satisfaction and supervisor
job satisfaction.
Significance of the Study
This study introduces the variable of supervisor job satisfaction to both LMX and
job satisfaction research. This study is significant because there is a dearth of research
related to (a) supervisor job satisfaction and (b) the relationship between LMX quality
and supervisor job satisfaction. This study also offers further credibility to past research
that correlates the quality of the LMX relationship to subordinate job satisfaction.
Scope
The scope of this study is limited to staff currently employed at the author’s postsecondary educational institution of employment. The institution in this study is a large
suburban Midwestern university. Participants work in departments/colleges that elect to
participate. A majority of the colleges were represented in this study. The results of this
study cannot be generalized to other post-secondary institutions.
Definitions and Operational Terms
Extrinsic motivation: supervisory leadership related to the leader’s attitude towards their
members (Mardanov et al., 2008)
Intrinsic motivation: an employee’s motivation related to his/her attitude towards work,
their leader, and their organization (Mardanov et al., 2008)
High-quality LMX relationship: exchanges which are supportive with high trust,
including formal/informal rewards shared between a supervisor and his/her subordinates
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986)

5

Job satisfaction: an affective, emotional response to a job or to the various facets of a job
(Locke, 1976; Smith, Kendell, & Hulin, 1969)
Leader: interchangeable term for ‘supervisor’ in relation to LMX theory
Leader-member exchange (LMX): the relationship a supervisor (leader) has with each of
their individual employees (members) (Graen, 1976)
Leadership domain: inclusive of the exchange relationship between the subordinate and
their supervisor (Graen et al., 1982)
Low-quality LMX relationship: exchanges which are exclusively centered on the
fulfillment of the employment contract (Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997)
Member: interchangeable term for both ‘subordinate’ and ‘employee’ in relation to LMX
theory
Vertical Dyad Linkage (VDL) Approach: reflects the development connecting
subordinate and supervisor into a distinct relationship within an organizational unit
(Dansereau et al., 1975)
Summary
LMX theory focuses on the quality of the individual relationships that a
supervisor has with his/her subordinates (Graen, 1976), as well as the impact that quality
has on subordinate job satisfaction (e.g., Gerstner & Day, 1997; Stringer, 2006;
Mardanov et al., 2008). There is an abundance of literature correlating high-quality LMX
relationships with subordinate job satisfaction (cf. Gerstner & Day, 1997). However,
there is a comparable dearth in the literature related to supervisor satisfaction, specifically
as it would correlate to LMX quality. This study adds further credibility to the
preponderance of LMX and job satisfaction research that focuses exclusively on the
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subordinate. However, the key significance of this study is the introduction to the
research of not only supervisor job satisfaction but also of its relationship with LMX
quality.

II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In response to organizational role and social exchange theories, Graen (1976)
developed the LMX theory that focused exclusively on the relationship that is formed
between a supervisor and each of his/her subordinates. The quality of the LMX
relationship has been the focus of several research studies, including those that correlate
LMX quality with subordinate job satisfaction (cf. Cogliser, Schriesheim, Scandura, &
Gardner, 2009). LMX relationships are studied in a dyadic approach because effective
leadership relationships develop between ‘partners’ in an organization (e.g., supervisors
and subordinates; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). These LMX relationships are exclusively
grounded in the social exchanges between supervisors and subordinates. Blau (1964)
asserted that as these social exchanges increase, the quality of the LMX relationship will
likely become stronger, resulting in a high-quality leader-member exchange.
Quality of LMX Relationships
LMX relationships are categorized into two levels of quality—low and high.
Low-quality LMX relationships, sometimes referred to as out-group exchanges
(Dansereau et al., 1975), are defined as exchanges explicitly centered on the fulfillment
of the employment contract (Liden et al., 1997). Conversely, high-quality LMX
relationships, or in-group exchanges (Dansereau et al., 1975), are defined as exchanges
between a supervisor and his/her subordinates which are supportive, have mutual respect,
high trust, and share formal/informal rewards (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Indicators of a
7

8

high-quality relationship include forms of social currency such as sharing advice,
information and social support equally between subordinate and supervisor (Blau, 1964).
The distinction is that high-quality LMX is rooted in social exchanges, whereas lowquality LMX is rooted in economic exchanges that solely focus on the employment
contract such as completing a task for pay ( Krackhardt, 1990; Liden et al., 1997;
Sparrowe & Liden, 1997).
By focusing the LMX relationship solely around task-related behaviors, the LMX
theory was originally established as a unidimensional construct (Graen, 1976). More
recent research has brought attention to the multidimensionality of the LMX, in that it
includes not only the task-related behaviors but also the loyalty and affection that are
‘exchanged’ between a supervisor and his/her subordinates (Dienesch & Liden, 1986;
Liden & Maslyn, 1998).
Though high-quality LMX relationships are ideal, supervisors will only be able to
develop high-quality relationships with a key number of subordinates due to resource and
time constraints (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen, 1976). Both the VDL and LMX models
suggest that the supervisor will establish high-quality exchanges with those employees
who are observed to have high performance, competency, and ability early in the
development of the relationship (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen & Scandura, 1987).
Historically, it has been common practice to measure the quality of the LMX
relationship solely from the subordinate’s perspective (Scandura & Schriesheim, 1994).
More recent studies, however, have found that the LMX scores of both supervisors and
subordinates should be analyzed as a dyadic relationship in order to have a more accurate
model for correlating LMX quality to job satisfaction (Cogliser et al., 2009; Greguras &
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Ford, 2006). Cogliser and colleagues (2009) asserted that both the leader and member in
the dyad must have a comparable perception of their relationship for an association to be
correlated between LMX quality and employee job satisfaction.
Though there is merit in the argument that LMX scores must be analyzed as a
dyadic relationship, a recent study by Zhou and Schriesheim (2009) focused on the
significance of differing interpretations of LMX survey questions, potentially leading to
inconclusive results. Furthermore, Gerstner and Day (1997) suggested that the LMX
quality is more reliable from the member’s perspective because leaders tend to respond to
the LMX questionnaire through a more complex, multidimensional construct. Graen and
Uhl-Bien (1995) asserted that the LMX relationship should be viewed as objective, not
perceptive, in which case both the supervisor and subordinate responses of the LMX
survey should converge moderately well. This however has not been consistent in LMX
research, leading researchers such as Zhou and Schriesheim (2009; 2010) to investigate
further the impact that differing perceptions of the exchange relationship have on the
correlations between supervisor and subordinate LMX responses.
Another confounding variable that may relate to the poor convergence of
subordinate and supervisor LMX responses is the idea of self-fulfilling prophecies
(Merton, 1948). Self-fulfilling prophecies can be seen in the work place as both the leader
(supervisor) and the member (subordinate) develop expectations of one another and begin
to act on these expectations early in the formation of their dyadic LMX relationship
(Hollander & Offermann, 1990; Jablin, 1987). Liden and colleagues (1993) found that
expectations of either the leader or the member correlated with LMX results. Perceived
similarity and affection for one another are additional confounding variables when
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correlating LMX responses. As with the self-fulfilling prophecy, research documented
that a subordinate or a supervisor who notices similarities in personality and attitudes
with his/her supervisor or subordinates is more likely to have an enhanced relationship
(Byrne, 1971; Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
Concerns with perceptions and the influence of the self-fulfilling prophecy have
led researchers to reexamine the idea of creating two LMX survey constructs: one for the
supervisor and one for the subordinate (Brower, Schoorman, & Tan, 2000). Gregarus and
Ford (2006) developed and validated a supervisor LMX construct (SLMX-MDM),
focusing on the multidimensional manner in which the relationship with his/her
subordinates is assessed. The results of the study by Gregarus and Ford (2006) offer
further credibility to the strand of LMX research focused on the impact of subordinate
and supervisor perceptions on the correlations between LMX responses (cf. Zhou &
Schriesheim 2010).
Job Satisfaction
There is literature that defines job satisfaction as an affective, emotional response
to a job or to the various facets of a job (Locke, 1976; Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969).
Smith and colleagues (1969) asserted that job satisfaction derives from an individual
comparing his/her current job facets to his/her frame of reference. Job satisfaction can be
impacted by: (a) the difference between what the job offers and what the individual
expected; (b) the degree to which the job fulfills an individual’s needs; or (c) the degree
to which the job fulfills an individual’s wants or desires (Locke, 1976).
During the 1960s and 1970s, researchers focused on job satisfaction as it related
to the employee’s physical and psychological fulfillment, such as pay (Porter, 1962;
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Wolfe, 1970). However, there has been a shift in research during recent decades to study
job satisfaction through an attitudinal perspective. More specifically, recent research is
focusing attention away from the fulfillment of physical needs to the psychological
processes that influence satisfaction (Spector, 1997). The literature related to the
attitudinal perspective has negatively correlated job satisfaction with turnover,
withdrawal intention, and absenteeism (Hom, Katerberg, & Hulin, 1979).
Many instruments have been created to measure job satisfaction (e.g., Job
Descriptive Index; Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire; Job Diagnostic Survey).
Spector began creating the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) in the 1980’s in response to the
need for a scale to assess job satisfaction in human service organizations (Spector, 1985).
Based on Spector’s review of previous job satisfaction literature nine facets were selected
for inclusion in this scale. In addition to human service organizations, this scale is
designed to assess job satisfaction in public and nonprofit sector organizations (Spector,
1985). The validity of this instrument has been supported when JSS results are compared
to another job satisfaction scale’s results (e.g., Job Description Index; Smith et al., 1969)
for the same group of employees (Spector, 1997).
Though there is an abundance of literature related to subordinate job satisfaction,
there is a scarcity related to supervisor job satisfaction. Of the minimal research
available, Burke and Fiksenbaum (2009) discussed the internal (intrinsic) and external
(extrinsic) motivators for managerial job satisfaction. Supervisors who have a balance of
intrinsic and extrinsic work motivation have greater job satisfaction due to the challenge,
meaning, and rewards from their work (Hewlett & Luce, 2006). Those supervisors who
are motivated solely by external motivators tend to report lower levels of job satisfaction
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(Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999; Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000;
Srivastava, Locke, & Bartol, 2001).
Impact of LMX Quality
The relationship between LMX quality and subordinate job performance, turnover
intention, and job satisfaction has been at the center of extensive LMX research (cf.
Harris et al., 2009). Due to the amount of empirical evidence correlating LMX quality to
job performance, turnover intention, and job satisfaction, researchers have identified a
subordinate’s relationship with his/her supervisor to be key (Liden et al., 1997). A metaanalysis by Gerstner and Day (1997) indicated that high-quality LMX relationships are
significantly related to higher levels of job satisfaction, organizational commitment and
role clarity for subordinates. An important finding from the Gerstner and Day (1997)
meta-analysis was that correlations between LMX and job satisfaction were found for
subordinates. The meta-analysis did not include studies correlating LMX quality and job
satisfaction for supervisor.
Subordinates in a lower-quality LMX relationship tend to feel more negatively
about their jobs, are tasked with mundane assignments, have fewer opportunities to
advance, and receive less supervisory support (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995; Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 2001; Vecchio, 1986). Vecchio (1995) concluded that there
was a direct relationship between subordinates in a low-quality LMX relationship and job
dissatisfaction. If a subordinate merely perceives that he/she is a member of the out-group
(less favorable towards the supervisor), unheeded feelings of anxiety may negatively
influence his/her job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Gerstner & Day, 1997;
Van Breukelen, Konst, & Van Der Vlist, 2002).
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Several decades before the development of the LMX theory, the Hawthorne
Studies, conducted by Elton Mayo and colleagues, linked job satisfaction with the quality
of supervision and employee-management relations (Locke, 1976). Locke (1976)
calculated that by 1972, job satisfaction had been the topic of nearly 3,350 research
articles. Studies about job satisfaction have increased steadily since 1972 as researchers
have become more interested in the topic (Graen et al., 1982; Harris et al., 2009;
Mardanov et al., 2008).
A high employee job satisfaction rating has been correlated to positive
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), which includes punctuality, altruism, and
compliance (Spector, 1997). High-quality LMX relationships have also been negatively
correlated to employee turnover (Graen et al., 1982) and turnover intention (Vecchio &
Gobdel, 1984). An organization’s leaders, followers, and work units all benefit from
high-quality LMXs, thus leading to greater organizational effectiveness and success
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
Dansereau and colleagues (1975) asserted that leadership (influence without
formal authority) and supervision (influence based solely on formal authority) are two
distinctively different approaches a leader may take in developing a relationship with
subordinates, with the leadership approach producing a high-quality LMX relationship.
The impact that high-quality LMX relationships have on individual and organizational
success supports Dansereau and colleagues’ assertions (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). There
is emerging research focusing on the connection between leadership and organizational
performance, which is inevitably impacted by the satisfaction and performance of those
individuals within the organization (Muijs, Harris, Lumby, Morrison, & Sood, 2006).
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Organizations can utilize leadership development to train those in formal and informal
leadership role (the basic distinction between leadership and management training) in
order to enable their employees to work together in more meaningful ways throughout
the organization (Keys & Wolfe, 1988). Additionally and directly related to the
foundation of LMX theory, leadership development focuses entirely on the social capital
in an organization: building relationships between individuals to enhance cooperation and
exchange of resources (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998; Bouty, 2000).
Summary
Since the development of LMX theory by Graen (1976), the quality of the LMX
relationship between a supervisor and each of his/her subordinates has been at the center
of numerous research studies. In particular, extensive LMX research has consistently
supported the correlation between LMX quality and subordinate job satisfaction
(Gerstner & Day, 1997). Though there is an abundance of literature related to this
correlation, there is also a comparable dearth in the literature related to the impact of
LMX quality on supervisors, particularly their job satisfaction. This study will focus on
the impact of LMX quality on subordinate and supervisor job satisfaction, offering
further credence to the literature for the former and introducing research to the literature
for the latter.

III. METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

Research Design
This is a non-experimental, correlational study that assesses the relationship
between the quality of LMX relationships and job satisfaction. The results of this study
establish the degree to which there is a relationship, if any, between these two variables.
The results of this study cannot be used to establish causation.
Population and Sample
The sampling method used for this study was a convenience sampling. The
population studied was the staff of a large suburban Midwestern post-secondary
educational institution. A supervisor and his/her subordinate were paired and surveyed.
The sample represented the majority of the colleges at the institution.
Instrumentation
The LMX-7 Short Form was developed by Graen and Uhl-Bien in 1995 (see
Appendix A). This form utilizes a 5-point Likert scale. For example, when the participant
is asked, “How well does your leader (follower) recognize your potential?” his/her
answer will range from “Not at all (1)” to “Fully (5).” The scores of each LMX-7
question must be totaled; the total indicates the quality of the relationship: 30-35 = very
high; 25-29 = high; 20-24 = moderate; 15-19 = low; and 7-14 = very low (Graen & UhlBien, 1995).
The LMX-7 has an internal consistency reliability alpha of.92 (Aditya, 2004),
which is considered highly reliable. Gerstner and Day (1997) stated that the LMX-7 had a
15
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tendency to produce a higher correlation with job satisfaction as compared to previous
versions of the LMX survey (cf. LMX-6). There is debate in the literature regarding the
validity of the LMX-7 form. Stringer (2006) states that the form is valid due to extensive
pre-tests of the LMX-7 form. In contrast, Schriesheim and colleagues (2001) argue that
due to the different, previous versions of the LMX survey (e.g., LMX-6, LMX-7 Short
Form) the results cannot be directly compared in relation to validity.
The Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) was copyrighted by Paul E. Spector in 1994
(see Appendix C). The JSS has 36 items, categorized into nine facets. Table 1 contains
each facet and related survey items. This form utilizes a 6-point Likert scale. The answers
for all questions range from “Disagree very much (1)” to “Agree very much (6).” The
total reliability alpha for all nine facets is .91 (Spector, 1985). To interpret the results of
the 36-item JSS questionnaire, all of the scores must be totaled; the total indicates
whether the participant is satisfied (144 to 216), dissatisfied (36 to 108), or ambivalent
(108 to 144; Spector, 1997).
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Table 1
Job Satisfaction Facets
Facet

JSS Item Number

Pay
Promotion
Supervision
Fringe Benefits
Contingent Rewards
Operating Conditions
Coworkers
Nature of Work
Communication

1, 10r, 19r, 28
2r, 11, 20, 33
3, 12r, 21r, 30
4r, 13, 22, 29r
5, 14r, 23r, 32r
6r, 15, 24r, 31r
7, 16r, 25, 34r
8r, 17, 27, 35
9, 18r, 26r, 36r

Note. Items followed by 'r' are reverse scored (i.e., if a rating of 2 is selected, it is scored
as a 5)
The JSS has a test-retest reliability of .71 (Spector, 1985). The validity of the JSS
is supported when the results are compared to another job satisfaction scale’s results (e.g.,
Job Description Index; Smith, Kendell, & Hulin, 1969) of the same group of employees
(Spector, 1997). Correlations between these two scales range from .61 for employees to
.80 for supervisors (Spector, 1997).
Data Collection
The author emailed various department staff members (< 50 departments) in the
institution through the use of the campus directory and the Unclassified Staff Advisory
Committee membership list serve. Of those emailed, 22 pairs of supervisors and
subordinates agreed to participate, for a total of 44 participants. Approximately twenty
departments participated, resulting in a representative sample of the population. Each
participant completed the LMX-7 Short Form to assess the quality of the relationship
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with their subordinates/supervisor. Each participant also completed the JSS to assess
whether they were satisfied, dissatisfied, or ambivalent with their jobs.
Each of the participants completed the LMX-7 and JSS surveys via the online
questionnaire tool, Survey Monkey. Survey Monkey is a leading source for web-based
surveys, offering both ease of use for the customers as well as privacy and security of
survey data. Survey Monkey utilizes SSL encryption to keep data secured (“Survey
Monkey – About Us,” n.d.). Utilizing Survey Monkey allowed for anonymity for the
participants.
Each college was pre-assigned a group number in order to allow the author to
identify the supervisor and subordinate associations. The surveys for each paired
supervisor and subordinate were numbered by the researcher in Survey Monkey. For
example, a supervisor’s survey would be named Group 1.1 and his/her paired
subordinate’s survey as Group 1.2, and so on for all groups. Recent research has shown
that the LMX scores of supervisors and their subordinates must be analyzed as a dyadic
relationship in order to have a more accurate model for correlating LMX quality to job
satisfaction (Cogliser et al., 2009). Upon completion of the surveys, the author randomly
assigned letters to the numbered groups to allow for continued anonymity upon analysis
of the results.
Statistical Treatment
Several analyses were performed on the sets of data using both Spearman’s
correlation and non-statistical comparisons. The results of each correlation determined
the relationship between the variables in each grouping (e.g., LMX quality and job
satisfaction). For all analyses, the relationship is deemed statistically significant at the .05
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level (p < .05). Spearman’s correlation was utilized instead of Pearson’s correlation due
to the ordinal data collected and small, total sample size (n=44).
Summary
A convenience sample of staff at a large suburban university completed two
surveys: one to gauge the quality of the LMX relationship with their supervisor or
subordinates and the other to assess their own job satisfaction. The data were collected
through Survey Monkey and analyzed using both Spearman’s correlation and nonstatistical comparisons based on the surveys’ valuations from the literature.

IV. RESULTS

This study has introduced the variable of supervisor job satisfaction and its
relationship with LMX quality to the literature. A convenience sampling of supervisors
and their subordinates completed a survey to assess the LMX quality of their relationship
as well as their individual job satisfaction. Upon analysis of the responses through the use
of both a Spearman’s correlation and non-statistical comparisons, the researcher will be
able to either accept or reject the null hypothesis which states that there is no relationship
between the LMX quality and job satisfaction of subordinates or supervisors.
Demographic Descriptive Statistics
Participants included 22 pairs, each group including a supervisor (SP; n=22) and
his/her subordinate (SB; n=22). Each of the 44 participants completed both the LMX and
JSS surveys. Each supervisor and subordinate survey was labeled by alpha nomenclature
in place of the previously assigned group number (e.g., Group 1.1 became Group SPM)
in order for the researcher to analyze the responses for each supervisor/subordinate
pairing. For all analyses, a relationship was deemed statistically significant at the .05
level (p < .05).
Results of Testing the Research Hypotheses
Summary of results of research question 1
Both a non-statistical comparison and Spearman’s correlation were used to assess
the first research question: Is there a relationship between LMX quality and job
satisfaction for the subordinate? To interpret the LMX results, the scores of each LMX-7
20
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question were totaled and the total indicated the quality of the relationship: 30-35 = very
high; 25-29 = high; 20-24 = moderate; 15-19 = low; and 7-14 = very low (Graen & UhlBien, 1995). Similarly, to interpret the results of the 36-items on the JSS, all of the scores
were totaled and the total indicated whether the participant was satisfied (144 to 216),
dissatisfied (36 to 108), or ambivalent (108 to 144; Spector, 1997).
For each subordinates’ paired survey responses, a relationship was evaluated as
‘yes’ if the valuations for both LMX and JSS were comparable (e.g., LMX=high and
JSS=satisfied; LMX=low and JSS=dissatisfied). A ‘no’ was assigned if the valuations
for both LMX and JSS were not comparable (e.g., LMX=high and JSS=dissatisfied). An
‘inconclusive’ was assigned if there was not a distinct comparison/difference in the
valuations for both LMX and JSS (e.g., LMX=moderate and JSS=satisfied). For the
subordinates’ responses, there was a frequency of seventeen at ‘yes,’ a frequency of one
at ‘no,’ and a frequency of four at ‘inconclusive’ (Table 2).
In regards to Spearman’s correlation, a relationship is deemed significant at the
.05 level (p < .05). A Spearman’s correlation of the paired subordinates’ LMX and JSS
responses was conducted instead of a Pearson’s correlation due to the data being ordinal
as well as the small sample size (n=22). The p-value for this analysis is .00023, thus there
is a relationship between LMX quality and job satisfaction for subordinates (Table 3).
The scatterplot (Figure 1) indicates that there is a strong, linear relationship between
subordinate LMX and JSS scores. The correlation coefficient (a.k.a., r-value) for this
relationship is .68, evidence of a medium strong relationship between the two variables.
The results of the subordinate LMX and JSS correlation show a large range in LMX
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scores, which will be further discussed in the next chapter. The results of the correlation
allow the researcher to reject the null hypothesis and accept hypothesis 1.

Table 2
Non-statistical Comparison of Subordinate LMX and JSS Responses
Survey Responses for Subordinates (SB)
Group
ID

LMX

JSS

LMX

JSS

Comparable
Valuation
Relationship

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q
R
S
T
U
V

29
30
35
18
34
23
28
31
32
26
26
26
26
16
22
35
33
35
34
33
33
29

149
195
148
109
165
154
152
168
184
143
163
159
128
105
121
178
164
194
187
163
190
106

high
very high
very high
low
very high
moderate
high
very high
very high
high
high
high
high
low
moderate
very high
very high
very high
very high
very high
very high
high

satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
ambivalent
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
ambivalent
satisfied
satisfied
ambivalent
dissatisfied
ambivalent
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
dissatisfied

yes
yes
yes
inconclusive
yes
inconclusive
yes
yes
yes
inconclusive
yes
yes
inconclusive
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
no

Note. n=22
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Table 3
Subordinate LMX and JSS Data
Subordinates
Group ID

LMX

JSS

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q
R
S
T
U
V

29
30
35
18
34
23
28
31
32
26
26
26
26
16
22
35
33
35
34
33
33
29

149
195
148
109
165
154
152
168
184
143
163
159
128
105
121
178
164
194
187
163
190
106

Note. The correlation between JSS and LMX is significant at the .05 level (p < .05).
(r = .68; p = .00023)
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of subordinate LMX and JSS responses. (r = .68; p = .00023)

Summary of results of research question 2
Both a non-statistical comparison and Spearman’s correlation were used to assess
the second research question: Is there a relationship between LMX quality and job
satisfaction for the supervisor? To interpret the results of LMX, the scores of each LMX7 question were totaled and the total indicated the quality of the relationship: 30-35 =
very high; 25-29 = high; 20-24 = moderate; 15-19 = low; and 7-14 = very low (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995). Similarly, to interpret the results of the 36-items on the JSS, all of the
scores were totaled and the total indicated whether the participant was satisfied (144 to
216), dissatisfied (36 to 108), or ambivalent (108 to 144; Spector, 1997).
For each supervisors’ paired survey responses, a relationship was evaluated as
‘yes’ if the valuations for both LMX and JSS were comparable (e.g., LMX=high and
JSS=satisfied). A ‘no’ was assigned if the valuations for both LMX and JSS were not
comparable (e.g., LMX=high and JSS=dissatisfied). An ‘inconclusive’ was assigned if
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there was not a distinct comparison/difference in the valuations for both LMX and JSS
(e.g., LMX=moderate and JSS=satisfied). For the supervisors’ responses, there was a
frequency of nineteen at ‘yes’ and a frequency of three at ‘inconclusive’ (Table 4)
In regards to the Spearman’s correlation, a relationship is deemed significant at
the .05 level (p < .05). A Spearman’s correlation of the paired supervisors’ LMX and JSS
responses was conducted instead of a Pearson’s correlation due to the data being ordinal
as well as the small sample size (n=22). The p-value for this analysis is .00996. The
scatterplot (Figure 2) indicates that there is a strong, linear relationship between
supervisor LMX and JSS scores. The correlation coefficient for this relationship is .49.
The results of the correlation allow the researcher to reject the null hypothesis and accept
hypothesis 2.
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Table 4
Non-statistical Comparison of Supervisor LMX and JSS Responses
Survey Responses for Supervisors (SP)
Group
ID
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q
R
S
T
U
V
Note. n=22

LMX JSS

28
32
31
28
31
30
29
28
32
33
31
28
34
29
26
33
31
31
29
33
34
28

145
183
175
144
175
147
189
153
141
186
175
153
153
117
146
180
176
170
189
174
191
145

LMX

JSS

Comparable
Valuation
Relationship

high
very high
very high
high
very high
very high
high
high
very high
very high
very high
high
very high
high
high
very high
very high
very high
high
very high
very high
high

satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
ambivalent
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
ambivalent
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
ambivalent
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied
satisfied

yes
yes
yes
inconclusive
yes
yes
yes
yes
inconclusive
yes
yes
yes
yes
inconclusive
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
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Table 5
Supervisor LMX and JSS Data
Supervisors
Group ID

LMX

JSS

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q
R
S
T
U
V

28
32
31
28
31
30
29
28
32
33
31
28
34
29
26
33
31
31
29
33
34
28

145
183
175
144
175
147
189
153
141
186
175
153
153
117
146
180
176
170
189
174
191
145

Note. The correlation between JSS and LMX is significant at the .05 level (p < .05).
(r = .49; p = .00996)
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Figure 2. Scatterplot of supervisor LMX and JSS responses. (r = .49; p = .00996)
Summary of results of research question 3
A Spearman’s correlation was conducted to assess the third research question: Is
there a relationship between subordinate and supervisor LMX? A Spearman’s correlation
of the paired supervisor and subordinate LMX responses was utilized instead of a
Pearson’s correlation due to the results being ordinal data as well as the small sample size
(n=44). A relationship is deemed significant at the .05 level (p < .05). The p-value for
this analysis is .03142. The results of the correlation allow the researcher to reject the null
hypothesis and accept hypothesis 3.
Based on the subordinate responses, each pair was assigned into an LMX quality
grouping: low-quality (total LMX score = 15-19); moderate-quality (total LMX score =
20-24); high-quality (total LMX score = 25-29; or very high-quality (total LMX score =
30-35). There were no pairs in the very low-quality group (total LMX score = 7-14). The
differences in scores were taken by subtracting the supervisor score from his/her paired
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subordinate’s score. Further analysis related to the differences in LMX scores will be
discussed in the following chapter.
The scatterplot indicates that there is a linear relationship between supervisor and
subordinate LMX scores (Figure 3). The correlation coefficient (r-value) for this
relationship is .40. Further discussion related to the low correlation coefficient will be
discussed in the next chapter.
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Table 6
Data Ordered by LMX Quality
LMX Quality
Subordinate
Supervisor
(SB)
(SP)

Difference

Low-quality (score = 15-19)
16
29
18
28

-13
-10

Moderate-quality (score = 20-24)
22
26
23
30

-4
-7

High-quality (score = 25-29)
26
33
26
31
26
28
26
34
28
29
29
28
29
28

-7
-5
-2
-8
-1
1
1

Very high-quality (score = 30-35)
30
32
31
28
32
32
33
31
33
33
33
34
34
31
34
29
35
31
35
33
35
31

-2
3
0
2
0
-1
3
5
4
2
4

Note. Total n=44
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Figure 3. Scatterplot of subordinate and supervisor LMX responses. (r = .40; p = .03142)
*significant at the .05 level (p < .05)

Summary of results of research question 4
A Spearman’s correlation was conducted to assess the fourth research question: Is
there a relationship between subordinate and supervisor job satisfaction? A Spearman’s
correlation of the paired supervisor and subordinate JSS responses was utilized instead of
a Pearson’s correlation due to the data being ordinal as well as the small sample size
(n=44). A relationship is deemed significant at the .05 level (p < .05). The p-value for
this analysis is .00591. The results of the correlation allow the researcher to reject the null
hypothesis and accept hypothesis 4.
Based on the subordinate responses, each pair was assigned a job satisfaction
grouping: dissatisfied (total score = 36-108); ambivalent (total score = 108-144); or
satisfied (total score = 144-216). The differences in scores were taken by subtracting the
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supervisor score from his/her paired subordinate’s score. Further analysis related to the
differences will be discussed in the following chapter.
Each of the nine facets of the JSS survey (Table 8) were analyzed by calculating
the percentage of subordinates and supervisors satisfied with a particular item (total item
score = 16-24) versus those dissatisfied and/or ambivalent (total item score = 4-12; total
item score = 12-16, respectively). Both subordinates (SB) and supervisors (SP) seem
consistently satisfied with ‘supervision’ (SB=95.5%; SP=95.5%), ‘fringe benefits’
(SB=81.8%; SP=77.3%), ‘contingent rewards’ (SB=72.7%; SP=86.4%), and ‘coworkers’
(SB=77.3%; SP=90.9%). Both groups were also comparably dissatisfied with
‘promotions’ at work (SB=72.7%; SP=81.8%). The facet with the largest difference was
‘communication,’ with 59.1% of subordinates satisfied as opposed to 90.1% of
supervisors satisfied.
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Table 7
Data Ordered by Level of Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Subordinate
(SB)

Supervisor
(SP)

Difference

Dissatisfied (score = 36-108)
105
117
106
145

-12
-39

Ambivalent (score = 108-144)
109
144
121
146
128
153
143
186

-35
-25
-25
-43

Satisfied (score = 144-216)
148
175
149
145
152
189
154
147
159
153
163
175
163
174
164
176
165
175
168
153
178
180
184
141
187
189
190
191
194
170
195
183

-27
4
-37
7
6
-12
-11
-12
-10
15
-2
43
-2
-1
24
12

Note. Total n=44
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Table 8
Percentage of Satisfied and Dissatisfied/Ambivalent for JSS Facets
Facet

Satisfied

Dissatisfied/
Ambivalent

45.5%
72.7%

54.5%
27.3%

27.3%
18.2%

72.7%
81.8%

95.5%
95.5%

4.5%
4.5%

81.8%
77.3%

18.2%
22.7%

72.7%
86.4%

27.3%
13.6%

54.5%
45.5%

45.5%
54.5%

77.3%
90.9%

22.7%
9.1%

95.5%
95.5%

4.5%
4.5%

59.1%
90.1%

40.9%
9.1%

Pay
SB
SP
Promotion
SB
SP
Supervision
SB
SP
Fringe Benefits
SB
SP
Contingent
Rewards
SB
SP
Operating
Conditions
SB
SP
Coworkers
SB
SP
Nature of Work
SB
SP
Communication
SB
SP

Note. Subordinate = SB; Supervisor = SP
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Figure 4. Scatterplot of subordinate and supervisor JSS responses. (r = .53; p = .00591)
*significant at the .05 level (p < .05)

Summary
As there are over 2,000 employees at the institution in this study, there were only
44 participants. Participants reflect a representative sampling of the colleges studied. The
data were analyzed to determine the relationship between: (1) subordinate LMX quality
and job satisfaction; (2) supervisor LMX quality and job satisfaction; (3) subordinate and
supervisor LMX quality; and (4) subordinate and supervisor job satisfaction. Significant
correlations were found at the .05 level (p < .05) in all four conditions. The analyses of
these research hypotheses concluded the researcher can reject the null hypothesis and
accept the hypotheses that there is a relationship between LMX quality and job
satisfaction. Further analysis regarding the significance of each research hypotheses’
results will be discussed in the following chapter.

V. CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND SUMMARY

This non-experimental, correlation study focuses on both the relationship between
subordinate LMX quality and job satisfaction, as well as introduces the non-traditional
focus of assessing this same relationship for supervisors. There is an abundance of
research that supports the research hypotheses in this study related to the correlation
between LMX quality and subordinate job satisfaction. Likewise, there is a comparable
absence in the literature relating LMX quality to job satisfaction for supervisors. This
study utilized a convenience sampling in a large suburban university: 22 pairs of
supervisors (n=22) and their subordinates (n=22) from 20 departments. Each participant
completed two surveys: one to gauge the quality of the LMX relationship with his/her
supervisor or subordinates and the other to assess his/her own job satisfaction. The data
were collected through the use of an online questionnaire tool, Survey Monkey, and were
analyzed using both Spearman’s correlation and non-statistical comparison. Upon
analysis of the data, the researcher was able to reject the null hypothesis because the
results show that there is a relationship between LMX quality and job satisfaction.
Conclusions
The focus on the relationship between supervisor LMX quality and job
satisfaction was introduced into the literature through this study. Upon analysis, a
significant correlation was found between supervisor LMX quality and job satisfaction,
offering support for the acceptance of hypothesis 2. Prior studies relating LMX to
variables such as job satisfaction tended to focus exclusively on subordinate samplings
36
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(cf. Cogliser et al., 2009). Upon analysis of the JSS facets, 90.9% of supervisors were
satisfied with their ‘coworkers,’ and 90.1% were satisfied with ‘communication’ at work.
By studying the individual facets included in the JSS one can ascertain that supervisors,
like subordinates, are satisfied with their relationships at work and tend to be dissatisfied
with elements such as ‘promotions’ (81.8%) and ‘operating conditions’ (54.5%); both
facets being outside the realm of their direct LMX relationships. The non-statistical
comparison of each supervisor’s LMX and JSS responses concluded that 86% of the
pairings had a comparable valuation relationship (e.g., high LMX correlated with job
satisfaction) that is slightly higher than the 77% comparison for subordinates. This
baseline research allows for future research to focus more exclusivity on both LMX and
job satisfaction of supervisors.
Though there was a significant correlation between supervisor and subordinate
job satisfaction, there is insufficient literature to support the results correlating supervisor
and subordinate job satisfaction. Likened to LMX research, job satisfaction research has
focused solely on subordinates. A review of the responses grouped by the nine job
satisfaction facets indicates that both subordinates and supervisors are most satisfied with
‘nature of work’ and ‘supervision’ with subordinate and supervisor percentages for both
categories being 95.5%. Subordinate dissatisfaction with ‘pay’ (54.5%) and
‘communication’ (40.9%) versus supervisor satisfaction with ‘pay’ (72.7%) and
‘communication’ (90.1%) may have contributed to the moderate correlation between
subordinate and supervisor job satisfaction. Studying the individual facets may provide
insight into why there is such a large range in differences between subordinate and
supervisors JSS responses (-43 to 43).
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A review of total JSS responses indicated that 86% of supervisors are satisfied
with their jobs, with the other 14% of supervisors ambivalent to their job satisfaction. The
subordinates’ JSS responses indicated that 73% are satisfied with their jobs, 18% are
ambivalent and 9% are dissatisfied. As there is dearth in the literature related to
comparing supervisor and subordinate job satisfaction, this baseline research allows for
future research to focus more exclusively on this correlation.
Though there was a moderate correlation found between subordinate and
supervisor LMX, this correlation has the most support in the literature. Research has
consistently found that subordinate descriptions of LMX quality tend to moderately
correlate with their supervisors’ descriptions (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Zhou and
Schriesheim (2010) asserted that supervisors evaluate their LMX relationships differently
from their subordinates because they tend to focus on different facets of the leadermember exchange to form their perceptions (e.g., economic versus social). Supervisors
tend to form their perceptions from task-related aspects whereas subordinates form their
perceptions from the social elements that may affect their LMX relationship (Dienesch &
Liden, 1986; Zhou & Schriesheim, 2009).
A review of all supervisors’ LMX responses indicated that 41% are in a highquality relationship, with the other 59% of supervisors in very high-quality relationship.
Only 32% of subordinates’ LMX responses indicated that they were in a high-quality
relationship, with 50% of subordinates’ LMX responses indicating membership in a very
high-quality relationship. The differences between subordinate and supervisor LMX
scores range from -13 to 5. Because no information was collected regarding either
supervisor or subordinate perceptions, one must take into account the confounding
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variables that may have impacted both the subordinate and supervisor scores. These
results, and specifically the low correlation coefficient for research question 3, suggest an
instrument weakness of the LMX-7 Short Form and give further credence to current
LMX research calling for the relationship to be studied using separate constructs (Brower
et al., 2000).
The results related to the correlation between LMX quality and job satisfaction of
subordinates are also strongly supported throughout the literature. A meta-analysis by
Gerstner and Day (1997) indicated that high-quality LMX relationships are significantly
related to higher levels of job satisfaction. Likewise, low-quality LMX relationships have
been correlated with job dissatisfaction (cf. Gerstner & Day, 1997). Research utilizing the
LMX-7 Short Form and the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire to compare LMX
quality and subordinate job satisfaction found that there is a significant correlation
between the two variables (Stringer, 2006; Cogliser et al., 2009). The results of the
correlation between LMX quality and subordinate job satisfaction produced the most
significant p- and r-values in this study. The non-statistical comparison of each
subordinate’s LMX and JSS responses concluded that 77% of the pairings had a
comparable valuation relationship (e.g., high LMX correlated with job satisfaction).
Thus, the non-statistical comparison is supported by the statistical treatment of the
subordinate LMX and job satisfaction data. Additionally, when the facet of ‘supervision’
was analyzed, 95.5% of subordinates were satisfied with this element of their job—again
supporting the results that there is a correlation between LMX quality and job
satisfaction.
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Limitations
The main limitation of this study was the population and sample size. A single
institution of higher education was selected for the population and only 44 employees
participated in the study. Another limitation is related to the interpretations of the LMX
responses and results. The understanding of the correlation between subordinate and
supervisor LMX scores would have benefited from follow-up interviews specifically
focused on the perceptions that may have influenced how individuals answered the LMX
survey.
Implications
This study offers further credence to the literature on LMX quality and job
satisfaction for subordinates, as well as introduces the variable of supervisor job
satisfaction to both LMX and job satisfaction research. The following are
recommendations for further research and application of the results.
Recommendation 1
Future studies in LMX and job satisfaction research should focus more attention
on supervisors. This study offers a baseline for the correlation between supervisor LMX
and job satisfaction. Further research should be conducted amongst supervisors in
different industry populations, with a larger sample size. Follow-up interviews with select
supervisors who scored low, moderate, and high on LMX quality would support the
current strand of LMX research focusing on the implications of perception on LMX
ratings.
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Recommendation 2
The importance of the LMX relationship is supported in this study. Though the
variable of leadership development training was not discussed in this research, the
importance of LMX relationships should be shared with supervisors in a formalized
capacity. The correlation between LMX quality and job satisfaction for both subordinates
and supervisors is beneficial not only to the individual but also to the work unit and
ultimately to the organization as whole—supported exclusively in the literature. LMX
quality and the variable of formalized leadership development training for supervisors
should be analyzed in future research. An overview of leadership development research
by Day (2001) offers a basis for future research assessing the impact of leadership
training on organizations. Administering the LMX survey before and after leadership
training would help gauge the impact on supervisor perceptions of their LMX
relationships.
Recommendation 3
The results of this study support the need for the development of separate LMX
survey constructs. Upon development and validation of these instruments, future research
could compare subordinate and supervisor responses to the LMX-7 Short Form (the
version used in this study) versus the results of newly developed instruments. Even with
the development of role-specific surveys, further questioning and analysis of the
perceptions that impact LMX quality should still be taken into consideration.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine further the relationship between LMX
quality and job satisfaction of subordinates as well as to introduce to the literature the
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variable of supervisor job satisfaction and its correlation to LMX quality to the literature.
This non-experimental, correlational study focused on the analysis of 22 pairs of
supervisor and subordinate LMX and job satisfaction survey responses. The data were
analyzed to determine the relationship between: (1) subordinate LMX quality and job
satisfaction; (2) supervisor LMX quality and job satisfaction; (3) paired subordinate and
supervisor LMX quality; and (4) subordinate and supervisor job satisfaction. The
analyses of these research hypotheses concluded that there is a relationship between
LMX quality and job satisfaction in all four conditions. Future research should be
conducted to offer further credibility to the findings specifically related to the correlation
between supervisor LMX quality and job satisfaction as well as to the correlation
between subordinate and supervisor job satisfaction. Additional research should also
include the impact of leadership development training on the quality of LMX
relationships.
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Appendix A
LMX-7 Short Form
LMX 7 Questionnaire
1. Do you know where you stand with our leader (follower)…[and] do you usually
know how satisfied your leader (follower) is with what you do?
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Fairly often
Very often
1
2
3
4
5
2. How well does your leader (follower) understand your job problems and needs?
Not a bit
A little
A fair amount
Quite a bit
A great deal
1
2
3
4
5
3. How well does your leader (follower) recognize your potential?
Not at all
A little
Moderately
Mostly
Fully
1
2
3
4
5
4. Regardless of how much formal authority he or she has built into his or her
position, what are the chances that your leader (follower) would use his or her
power to help you solve problems in your work?
None
Small
Moderate
High
Very high
1
2
3
4
5
5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader (follower) has,
what are the chances that he or she would “bail you out” at his or her expense?
None
Small
Moderate
High
Very high
1
2
3
4
5
6. I have enough confidence in my leader (follower) that I would defend and justify
his or her decision if he or she were not present to do so.
Strongly
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree
disagree
2
3
4
5
1
7. How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader
(follower)?
Extremely
Worse than
Average
Better than
Extremely
ineffective
average
3
average
effective
1
2
4
5
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Appendix C
Job Satisfaction Survey

JOB SATISFACTION SURVEY
Paul E. Spector
Department of Psychology
University of South Florida

Agree very much

Agree moderately

Agree slightly

Disagree slightly

Disagree moderately

PLEASE CIRCLE THE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH
QUESTION THAT COMES CLOSEST TO
REFLECTING YOUR OPINION
ABOUT IT.

Disagree very much

Copyright Paul E. Spector 1994, All rights reserved.

1

I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do.

1

2

3 4

5

6

2

There is really too little chance for promotion on my job.

1

2

3 4

5

6

3

My supervisor is quite competent in doing his/her job.

1

2

3

4 5

6

4

I am not satisfied with the benefits I receive.

1

2

3 4

5

When I do a good job, I receive the recognition for it that I should
receive.

1

2

3

6

Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult.

1

2

3 4

5

6

7

I like the people I work with.

8

I sometimes feel my job is meaningless.

1
1

2
2

3 4 5
3 4 5

6
6

9

Communications seem good within this organization.

1

2

3

6

10

Raises are too few and far between.

1

2

3 4

11

Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promoted.

1

2

3

12

My supervisor is unfair to me.

1

2

3 4

13

The benefits we receive are as good as most other organizations offer.

1

2

3

14

I do not feel that the work I do is appreciated.

1

2

3 4

15

My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by red tape.

1

2

3

16

I find I have to work harder at my job because of the incompetence of
people I work with.

1

2

3 4

17

I like doing the things I do at work.

1

2

3

5

6

4 5

6

4 5
5

6

4 5

6

5

6

4 5

6

5

6

4 5

6

5

6

4 5

6

Agree very much

Agree moderately

Agree slightly

Disagree slightly
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Disagree very much

PLEASE CIRCLE THE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH
QUESTION THAT COMES CLOSEST TO
REFLECTING YOUR OPINION
ABOUT IT.

Disagree moderately

53

18

The goals of this organization are not clear to me.

1

2

3 4

5

6

19

I feel unappreciated by the organization when I think about what they
pay me.

1

2

3 4

5

6

20

People get ahead as fast here as they do in other places.

1

2

3

4 5

6

21

My supervisor shows too little interest in the feelings of subordinates.

1

2

3 4

5

6

22

The benefit package we have is equitable.

23

There are few rewards for those who work here.

1
1

2
2

3 4 5
3 4 5

6
6

24

I have too much to do at work.

1

2

3 4

5

6

25

I enjoy my coworkers.

26

I often feel that I do not know what is going on with the organization.

1
1

2
2

3 4 5
3 4 5

6
6

27

I feel a sense of pride in doing my job.

28

I feel satisfied with my chances for salary increases.

1
1

2
2

3
3

6
6

29

There are benefits we do not have which we should have.

1

2

3 4

5

6

30

I like my supervisor.

31

I have too much paperwork.

1
1

2
2

3 4 5
3 4 5

6
6

32

I don't feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should be.

1

2

3 4

5

6

33

I am satisfied with my chances for promotion.

1

2

3

4 5

6

34

There is too much bickering and fighting at work.

1

2

3 4

5

6

35

My job is enjoyable.

36

Work assignments are not fully explained.

1
1

2
2

3 4 5
3 4 5

6
6

4 5
4 5
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